When designing a definite referring expression, speakers take into account both the local context and certain aspects of the historical context, including whether similar referents have been mentioned in the past. When a similar item has been mentioned previously, speakers tend to elaborate their referring expression in order to differentiate the two items, a phenomenon called lexical differentiation. The present research examines the locus of the lexical differentiation effect and its relationship with memory for the discourse. In three experiments, we demonstrate that speakers differentiate to distinguish current from past referents; there was no evidence that speakers differentiate in order to avoid giving two items the same label. Post-task memory tests also revealed a high level of memory for the discourse history, a finding that is inconsistent with the view that failures of memory underlie low differentiation rates. Instead, memory for the discourse history, while necessary, is not sufficient for speakers to design language with respect to the historical context. Speakers must additionally view the discourse history as relevant to design language with respect to this broader context. Finally, measures of memory for past referents point to asymmetries between speakers and listeners in their memory for the discourse, with speakers typically remembering the discourse history better.
Introduction
For communication to be successful, conversational partners must take into account each other's general knowledge and memory for the ongoing discussion. Consider the process of designing a definite referring expression. For a speaker to successfully communicate her meaning, she must take into account properties of the intended referent, as well as contextual information, in order to uniquely identify the intended referent (Roberts, 2003) . The contextual information that shapes the design of referring expressions includes information in the immediate context, such as the characteristics of other candidate referents (Olson, 1970; Osgood, 1971) . The way in which a given object will be described, then, depends on the properties of the other items in the local context (Beun & Cremers, 1998; Brennan & Clark, 1996; Brown-Schmidt & Tanenhaus, 2006; Horton & Keysar, 1996; Nadig & Sedivy, 2002; Wardlow Lane & Ferreira, 2008) . For example, imagine a situation where some friends are at a shoe shop, and one friend wants to point out the shoes she would like to buy. In such a situation, she would have to distinguish her intended referent from the many other items in the local context, likely through the use of a modified referring expression, as in ''The leopard-print heels are super cute!", rather than ''The shoes are super cute!"
Identifying the features that distinguish the intended referent from those in the local context is a cognitive process that unfolds over time and must be coordinated with utterance planning. As a result of this interplay between contextual encoding and language planning, speakers sometimes produce over-informative or underinformative expressions (Deutsch & Pechmann, 1982; Engelhardt, Bailey, & Ferreira, 2006; Ferreira, Slevc, & Rogers, 2005; Maes, Arts, & Noordman, 2004; Olson, 1970; Sedivy, 2003) . The likelihood of producing a locally overinformative expression varies with adjective class (Sedivy, 2005; Brown-Schmidt & Konopka, 2011) , and can occur when analysis of the local context lags behind production planning (Pechmann, 1989) .
Another source of contextual constraint in conversation is the historical discourse context, which includes information that was discussed in the past (Brennan & Clark, 1996) . A speaker who takes into account both the immediate discourse context as well as the historical discourse context may produce an expression that is overspecified with respect to the immediate context, but appropriately informative if the discourse history is taken into http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2016.05.011 0010-0277/Ó 2016 Elsevier B.V. All rights reserved.
